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N1. Case No: A-25-247824    Parcel ID(s): 18 231 09 008  
 
 
  
Commission District 01 Super District 07  
 
Applicant:   Jorge Estevez 

2424 King Arthur Circle NE 
Atlanta, GA, 30345 

  
Owner:    Jorge Estevez & Enrique Betancourt 

2424 King Arthur Circle NE 
Atlanta, GA 30345 

 
Project Name:  2424 King Arthur Circle – Impervious Surface Variance  
  
Location:  2424 King Arthur Circle, Atlanta, GA, 30345 
  
  
Request: Variance from Section 27-2.2.1 of the DeKalb County Zoning Ordinance to increase maximum impervious lot coverage from 

35% to 40% to allow the construction of a swimming pool, decking, and associated site improvements within the R-100 
(Residential Medium Lot) zoning district. 

  
Staff Recommendation: Denial  
 
Conditions: None 
  



   

   

STAFF FINDINGS:   

The applicant requests a variance from Section 27-2.2.1 to increase the allowable impervious surface coverage from 35% to 
approximately 40% to construct a swimming pool and associated improvements. The property, located at 2424 King Arthur Circle NE, 
contains an existing single-family home built in 1962. The proposed additions would increase impervious coverage beyond the 
threshold permitted for the R-100 zoning district.  

1. There is an extraordinary or exceptional physical condition(s) pertaining to the particular piece of property (such as, but 
not limited to, lot size, lot shape, specimen tree(s), steep slope(s), or preservation of historic characteristics of the property), 
which was not created by the current owner, previous owner, or applicant; by reason of a clearly demonstrable condition(s), 
the strict application of the requirements of this chapter would deprive the property owner of rights and privileges enjoyed by 
other property owners in the same zoning district, as distinguished from a special privilege or convenience sought by the 
property owner.   
   

The subject property exhibits mild topographic variation and an existing retaining wall along the rear yard, installed for stormwater 
management and landscaping purposes. The wall, in combination with a rear grade change and a storm drain easement on the left 
side, creates moderate constraints on improvement placement that were not caused by the current owner. While these elements 
qualify as an extraordinary physical condition, the applicant proposes to remove an existing shed and patio on the upper level and 
replace them with a new concrete pad without demonstrating how this action directly responds to those constraints. Therefore, 
although the site’s drainage and elevation factors warrant consideration, staff finds the proposed design does not justify exceeding the 
lot coverage limit. 

   
2. The requested variance does not go beyond the minimum necessary to afford relief, and does not constitute a grant of 
special privilege inconsistent with the limitations upon other properties in the zoning district in which the subject property is 
located:   
   
The variance does not represent the minimum relief necessary to achieve reasonable use of the property. The proposed 5% increase 
in impervious coverage results from elective design choices rather than functional necessity. The applicant’s request may touch on the 
stormwater mitigation measures, but the noted impervious additions will contribute to their hardship. The applicant did not provide 
documentation demonstrating exploration of alternative layouts, materials, or drainage designs that could reduce impervious area while 
achieving the same outcome. As proposed, the variance extends beyond the minimum necessary to afford relief. 
   
3. The grant of the variance will not be materially detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to the property or 
improvements in the zoning district in which the subject property is located:   
   
The variance does not represent the minimum relief necessary to achieve reasonable use of the property. The proposed 5% increase in 
impervious coverage results from elective design choices rather than functional necessity. The applicant did not provide documentation 
demonstrating exploration of alternative layouts, materials, or drainage designs that could reduce impervious area while achieving the 
same outcome. The proposed addition may improve functionality without encroaching on privacy, but may negatively affecting 
surrounding properties, therefore being materially detrimental to public welfare. 
   
4. The literal interpretation and strict application of the applicable provisions or requirements of this chapter would cause 
undue and unnecessary hardship:   
   
Strict adherence to the zoning ordinance does not impose undue or unnecessary hardship. The property remains fully functional as a 
single-family residence without the requested variance. The desire to install additional concrete and a swimming pool represents a 
lifestyle preference, not a hardship under the zoning definition. The applicant retains reasonable use and enjoyment of the property 
consistent with surrounding homes. 
 
5. The requested variance would be consistent with the spirit and purpose of this Chapter and the DeKalb County 
Comprehensive Plan Text:   



   

   

 
The variance request does not align with the spirit and purpose of the Suburban Character Area of the DeKalb County Comprehensive 
Plan. While the design seeks to mitigate stormwater concerns and enhance the long-term stability of the property, additional 
improvements may result in the contribution to the stormwater concerns. The addition does not represent a responsible improvement 
that aligns with the Comprehensive Plan. 
    
 
FINAL STAFF ANALYSIS:   

The application partially satisfies the variance criteria outlined in Section 27-2.2.1. While the site’s retaining wall and associated 
drainage constraints qualify as an exceptional physical condition, the proposed improvements do not demonstrate the minimum relief 
necessary to justify exceeding lot coverage limits. The variance, as submitted, exceeds what is required for reasonable use and does 
not align with the ordinance’s intent to balance residential development with preservation. Given the property’s lack of demonstrated 
hardship, staff recommends denial. 

 
Staff Recommendation: Denial.  
 
Condition: None. 
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